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To determine factors influencing attrition and 
retention at Pennsylvania College of Technology, a survey was 
conducted of the 767 students who were enrolled in spring 1992 but 
neither graduated nor enrolled in fall 1992. Study findings, based on 
responses from 373 former students, included the following: (1) only 
11% of the minority non-returners responded to the survey, compared 
to 507. of the white leavers, while financially disadvantaged students 
and students with low grade point averages were also underrepresented 
in the sample; (2) 31% of the respondents indicated preparation for a 
first job as their primary objective in enrolling; (3) 26*/. of the 
respondents left to attend another college, while 247. cited tuition 
and costs as a reason for leaving; (4) 147. cited personal and family 
problems as their primary reason for leaving; (5) respondents gave a 
3.14 rating out of 4 to their overall educational experience, while 
instructional quality was rated at 3.37; (6) only 387. of the leavers 
were employed full-time, compared to 62% in a 1987 survey; (7) the 
average salary for full-time employed leavers was $18,780; and (8) 
the number of leavers who transferred was 357., the highest in 10 
years. Data tables are included. The survey instrument and cover 
letters are appended. (KP) 
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A vital component in tlie success of any higher education institution is the design of 
strategies for recruiting and subsequently retaining the changing population of 
prospective college students. To accomplish these objectives, it is very important to 
identify and analyze the reasons why students choose to enroll as degree-seeking 
students at Pennsylvania College of Technology, but then discontinue their enrollment 
without successfully completing their program of study. 

In order to determine the factors responsible for attrition and retention between the 
Spring and Fall 1 992 semesters at Pennsylvania College of Technology, the Non- 
Returner (Leaver) Survey was sent to the identified non-returning population. The 
following is a report of the results of the ninth Leaver study. This information is 
designed to meet the needs of the College as well as providing a data base for 
govemment mandated information. The report is presented in five sections: 
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A. PURPOSE 

1 . ) To present a composite profile of those students who do not complete 

their program of study at the College. 

2. ) To identify reasons why students leave Pennsylvania College of 

Technology. 

3. ) To obtain information from non-returning students regarding their 

degree of satisfaction with the College. 

4. ) To determine the current employment status of the non-returners. 

5. ) To contribute information to the program evaluation system. 

6. ) To provide a data base for analysis of the attrition/retention 

phenomenon at the College. 
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******************************************************************************* 

For the purpose of definition, "Non-Returners" or "Leavers" are considered to be 
any degree seeking students officially enrolled in the Spring semester who did 
not graduate and did not officially enroll the following Fall semester. Students 
who were terminated by the College for academic or administrative reasons are 
not included in the Leaver survey population, because they are Ineligible to 
return. Beginning this year, students who officially withdrew voluntarily are 
included in the survey population. 



B. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

Following are the major findings of the study, in two parts: general information and 
demographics, and the survey responses. They do not represent all possible 
inferences that can be drawn from the data. Therefore, the reader is encouraged to 
examine both the tables presented following this section, as well as the previous 
Leaver reports. The source data and computer output are available for review in the 
Office of Strategic Planning & Research. 



GENERAL INFORMATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS (Tables 1-9) 

Twenty-eight demographic variables were used to perform two major comparisons: 
non-returners vs. returners and survey respondents vs. non-respondents. The first 
comparison analyzed differences between non-graduating students enrolled in the 
Spring semester who returned in the Fall and those who didn't, thereby identifying 
potential high-risk characteristics associated with attrition. The second comparison 
analyzed differences between the survey respondents and non-respondents to 
determine if the respondents were representative of the entire non-returning 
population, thereby allowing survey results to be generalized for the entire population. 



Non'Returners vs. Returners 

For the second straight year. Spring to Fall retention improved, from 69% in 1990 to 
71% last year and 72% in 1992 (2452 of 3420 non-graduating Spring semester 
students returning for the Fall semester, p. 15). 

Over the past decade of this survey, several student traits have consistently been 
identified, by statistical tests of significance (*), as being strongly related to the 
probability of returning. These traits include race, residency, family income, high 
school rank, educational goal, application reason, curriculum, expected employment 
status, accumulated credits, credit load and grade point average (GPA). 

(*) Whenever the term "significant" is used in this analysis, it refers to the results 
of statistical tests of significance, with a 5% significance level. 



For the first time financial disadvantaged status and educational disadvantaged status 
were found to be strongly related to retention. For the first time in five years, age was 
not related to retention. It is obviously important to keep these characteristics in mind, 
. both in identifying probable leavers before they leave and in developing strategies to 
retain them. 

Race - Minority students remain significantly less likely to return than white students 
(62% - 72%). 

Residence - Students from Lycoming County again had significantly lower retention 
rates than others. However, retention of Lycoming County students has 
consistently improved from 62% in 1988 to 68% in 1992. 

Family Income - As in the past, income is significantly related to retention. Students 
reporting family incomes under $12,000 were much less likely to return than 
those with incomes over $30,000 (67% - 75%). This is probably somewhat 
related to residence, as local students generally have lower incomes than those 
from outside the area. 

Financially Disadvantaged Status - Consistent with family income, students 

identified as financially disadvantaged were also less likely to return (70% - 
73%). 

Educationally Disadvantaged Status - Students identified as educationally 
disadvantaged were also significantly less likely to return (69% - 74%). 

High Sctiool Ranic - Related to educational disadvantaged students, those ranked in 
the bottom third of their high school class were again significantly less likely to 
return (70%) than those in the top third (80%). 

Educational Goal - Students who enroll intending to transfer to a four-year 

college (65%) or out of persona! interest (67%) are significantly less likely to 
return than others (75%). Educational goals are probably also interrelated with 
residency, as local students more often enroll for transfer or personal reasons. 

Application Reason - Students who choose the College for convenience or low 

cost were significantly less likely to return (68%) than those who applied due to 
program choice (74%). 

Curriculum/Division - Students in the non-technical programs are significantly less 
likely to return than others: Integrated Studies - 59%, Business/Computer - 
68%, North Campus - 68% (Table 1A, p. 13). Those from the more technical 
divisions are substantially more likely to return: Construction/Design - 78%, 
Health Science - 80%, Industrial/ Engineering - 79%, Natural Resource/ 
Transportation - 75%. Once more this is related to residency, as non-technical 
programs draw more local students and technical students tend to come from 
outside the area. 



Expected Employment Status - Students who had expected to be employed over 
ten hours a week while enrolled had significantly lower retention rates than 
others (70% - 74%). Survey results show that expected employment while in 
college is highly correlated to actual employment. 

Accumulated Credits - Non-returners generally have either very few credits or are 
close to graduating. Students who earned 21 to 50 credits had a significantly 
higher retention rate (80%) than those with less than 21 (58%) or over 50 
credits (62%). 

Spring Credit Load - On average, non-returners attempt significantly fewer credits in 
the Spring semester than those who return (11.8 - 13.2). Specifically, those 
attempting 15 credits or less have much lower retention rates (67%) than those 
with over 15 credits (81%), implying that part-time students are higher risks to 
drop out. Once more, this coincides with residency, as most part-timers are 
local students. 

Grade Point Average (CPA) - As to be expected, non-returner GPAs are 

significartiy lower than those of returning students (cumulative: 2.65 - 2.86, 
semester: 2.55 - 2.79). 

Demographics bearing no significant relationship to retention include: gender, age, 
high school major, handicapped status, non-traditional gender program, parental 
educational levels, family size, college experience and Penn College experience within 
the family, and applications and acceptances to other colleges. 



Survey Respondents vs. Non-Respondents 

The overall survey response rate was 48.6% (373 of 767 leavers). Survey . 
respondents and non-respondents (excluding terminated students) were compared to 
determine if the respondents were representative of the entire leaver population. 
Several major differences were noted between leavers who responded to the survey 
and those who did not. 

Race - Minority students responded at a significantly lower rate than white 
students (11% - 50%, p. 21). 

Financially Disadvantaged Status - Students identified as financially disadvantaged 
responded at a significantly lower rate than others (41% - 56%). 

Grade Point Average - On average, non-respondents had significantly lower GPAs 
than others (cumulative: 2.56 - 2.74; semester: 2.44 - 2.66). Specifically, those 
with GPAs under 2.5 were much less likely to respond than others (cumulative: 
40% - 56%: semester: 44% - 54%, p. 22-23). 
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Survey results which are found to be significantly related to the variables noted above 
are biased responses which cannot be considered to be totally accurate measures of 
the entire leaver population and will be so noted. With the exception of those 
responses noted as being biased, all survey results found hereafter can be assumed 
to be representative of the entire leaver population. 



SURVEY RESPONSES (Tables 10 - 32) 



Several of the Leaver survey items are identical or very similar to those on the 
Graduate survey. Where appropriate, Leaver responses are compared to those of the 
1991/92 Graduate survey, as published in the 1991/92 Graduate Survey Report . 

Enrollment Objectives (Table 10) 

As noted in the previous section, students who, at the time they applied, indicated 
their primary goal was either transferring to a four-year college or personal interests, 
are significantly more likely to leave. Nevertheless, when asked the same question 
after leaving, the largest segment of leavers indicate first job preparation as their 
primary objective (31%, p. 24). Over one-fourth (26%) indicate transferring as their 
objective, but this is probably ever-estimated due to response bias. 

The proportion of leavers whose objective was retraining has declined steadily from 
18% in 1988 to 14%. In contrast, the segment enrolling for personal Interest reasons 
has increased from 7% in 1987 to 1 1%. The proportion upgrading current Job skills 
(18%) has been fairly consistent from year to year. 

Reasons For Not Returning (Table 11) 

Since 1989, transferring has consistently been the primary reason students leave 
(19%, p. 24). Including those who indicated transfer as a second or third reason, over 
one-fourth (26%) of the leavers departed because they chose to attend another 
college. However, these proportions are probably over-estimated due to response 
bias. 

On closer examination, the loss of many of these students may be inevitable. They 
tend to be primarily local, non-technical students, who chose the College for its 
convenience, intending to transfer without receiving a degree here. They generally 
indicate high levels of satisfaction, and are more likely than others to recommend the 
College to others, but unlikely to express inttjrest in re-enrolling themselves. Of those 
who gave additional reasons for leaving, nearly half cited the unavailability of their 
desired program, and half indicated tuition and costs. 

Next to transferring, financial factors have been the most consistent reasons why 
students leave. While less than 6% cited tuition and costs as a primary factor, down 
from 1 1%, overall nearly one-fourth (24%) gave tuition and costs as a reason, second 



only to transfer. One-tenth indicated other personal financial problems as a primary 
reason, and nearly 20% overall. Not surprisingly, financial factors were particularly 
associated with students who were financially disadvantaged. Thus, due to response 
bias, the proportion indicating financial factors were probably under-estimated. 

While the total proportion citing personal/family reasons has been consistently high 
(22%), the number indicating this as their primary reason has nearly doubled since 
1989, from 7% to 14%, second only to transfer. These leavers tend more to be non- 
traditional aged, part-time, local, female students. 

The proportion of students leaving due to satisfactory employment continues to 
decline, from 13% overall to 11%, with 6% making it their primary reason. These 
leavers tend more to be full-time male students, with low GPAs, enrolled in technical 
programs. Due to response bias related to GPA, this proportion was probably under- 
estimated. 

The proportion indicating they had finished their needed courses nearly dropped in 
half, both as a primary reason (11% - 5%) and overall (20% - 12%). 

As in past years, responses to this item varied significantly across different segments 
of the population. The following detailed analyses focus on those population 
segments that have been noted as high-risk with regard to retention. 

Residence - Lycoming County students were more likely to leave due to personal, 
family or health reasons. Others in the immediate area were more likely to 
transfer. 

Financial Disadvantaged Status - Lower income students were more likely to leave 
due to personal, family, health or financial reasons. Thus, due to response bias 
related to financial disadvantages, these reasons were probably under- 
estimated. 

Educational Goal - Not surprisingly, students who enrolled for transfer or personal 
reasons were more likely to transfer. 

Application Reason - Students who enrolled at the College because of its 
convenience were more likely to transfer or leave because their desired 
program or class was unavailable. 

Division - Students enrolled in non-technical programs were likewise more likely to 
transfer or leave because their prefen-ed program was unavailable. Those in 
the more technical fields left more often as a result of finding satisfactory work, 
because of poor housing, or poor grades. 

Accumulated Credits - Leavers who departed with 20 or fewer credits were more 
likely to do so for personal or family reasons, time conflicts, or dissatisfaction 
with various aspects of the College (instruction, course content, 
advisor/counselor, program/department). Those who left with over 50 credits 
generally transferred. 



6 

8 



Spring Credit Load - Part-time students were more likely to leave due to personal or 
family reasons, or time conflicts. 

Grade Point Average - Leavers with under a 2.5 semester or cumulative GPA were 
more likely to leave due to their grade problems, personal financial problems, 
dissatisfaction with various aspects of the College, or satisfactory work. Thus, 
due to response bias related to GPA, these reasons were probably under- 
estimated. 

Coileae Satisfaction Ratings fTabies 12-15) 

The leavers continue to rate their overall educational experience and social experience 
at the College well above average (*), although both ratings declined slightly from 
1990 (p. 25). After four straight years of improvement, educationai satisfaction 
dropped from a high of 3.21 to 3.14. In addition, educational satisfaction is 
significantly correlated with GPA and therefore probably over-estimated. 

Social satisfaction did not show as sizable a drop as educational satisfaction, but did 
decline for the third straight time, from 3.03 in 1988 to 2.99. 

In keeping with overall educational satisfaction, combined instructional ratings were 
also well above average, but down from a high of 3.33 in 1990 to 3.26 (p. 26). This 
contrasts with 1992 graduate ratings, which increased to 3.32. 

Instructional quality was the only instructional variable to improve over 1990, from 
3.35 to a high of 3.37. The largest declines occurred in class size (3.36 to 3.25) and 
course content (3.36 to 3.26). Compared to the 1992 graduates, two instructional 
variables were rated significantly poorer by the leavers: class size (3.25 - 3.38) and 
instructor interest (3.3G - 3.47). Instructional quality, grading/testing, instructor 
interest and course content were all significantly coirelated with GPA and therefore 
probably over-estimated. 

Overall leaver satisfaction with College services has been consistently high and at 
roughly the same level as that of the graduates. The overall average dropped slightly 
this year, from 3.00 to 2.99 (p. 27), compared to 2.98 for the 1992 graduates. 

The four highest rated services in 1990 showed the most sizable declines in 1992. 
The tutoring center (down from 3.36 to 3.30) and computer labs (3.37 to 3.29), 
consistently among the highest rated services, were the top two rated services despite 
their decreased ratings. Library services (down from 3.31 to a low of 3.19) and 
computerized class scheduling (3.21 to 3.10) had the most significant declines. 

Placement/career services has seen the most consistent decline, down slowly from 
3.07 in 1987 to 2.92. In contrast, welcome day/orientation (up from 3.19 to 3.22) 
and billing/payment procedures (up from 3.08 to 3.11) both increased slightly to ten- 
year highs. 

(*) Ail survey items involving student ratings are based on a scale from 1 (very 
disappointed or very poor) to 4 (very satisfied or very good). 



The only significant increase occurred in the lowest rated service, parking, up from 
2.03 to 2.23. Two of the Other consistently lowest rated services, bookstore 
services/prices (2.64) and cafeteria services/prices (2.81), were rated significantly 
lower by financially disadvantaged leavers, and thus were probably over-estimated due 
to response bias. Financial aid services (3.01) were rated higher by financially 
disadvantaged leavers, and thus were probably under-estimated. 

General information (Tables 16-19) 

The proportion of leavers who were employed over 20 hours a week while attending 
the College dropped sharply from 41% in 1990 to 29% (p. 28). As noted previously, 
students working over 1 0 hours a week are less likely to return. Thus, one possible 
explanation for the rebound in retention rates the past two years may be this decrease 
in employment while in college. In addition, employment level is directly correlated 
with GPA and therefore probably over-estimated due to response bias. 

The proportion of leavers finding full-time employment has almost completely reversed 
from that of five years ago. Only 38% are employed full-time (p. 29), compared to 
62% in 1 987, and nearly matching a ten-year low. Barely half of all leavers are 
employed at all (52%), compared to nearly three-fourths (74%) in 1987. Despite this 
decreased employment, unemployment rates also dropped, from 9.3% in 1990 to 
7.5%, lower than that of the 1992 graduates (8.0%). The reason for the decline in 
both leaver employment and unemployment is the dramatic increase in leaver 
transfers, which hit a ten-year high of 35%, more than double that of five years ago 
(16%). Both transfers and full-time employment are probably over-estimated due to 
response bias, while part-time employment and unemployment are probably under- 
estimated. 

The proportion of leavers indicating their courses were of direct benefit to their career 
plans has declined steadily from 41% in 1986 to 26% (p. 28). The proportion deriving 
no benefit has more than doubled since 1988, from 6% to 15%. 

The proportion of leavers interested in re-enrolling at the College declined for the 
second straight year, from 59% in 1989 and 49% in 1990 to 46%, an eight-year low 
(p. 28). The segments of the leaver population most likely to consider returning are 
those who left due to time conflicts, personal, family or health reasons, or tuition and 
costs. Those least likely to show interest in returning are the transfers, those who left 
due to travel distance, or grade problems. Thus, the reason for the overall decreased 
interest in re-enrolling is probably due to the increase in transfers. 

Employment-Related Items (Tables 20 - 25) 

For the first time in six years, the largest segment of employed leavers are working in 
jobs unrelated to their program of study (44%, p. 29). In contrast, the proportion in 
directly related jobs has dropped from nearly half in 1989 (49%) to 36%. In 
comparison, 20% of the 1992 graduates were in unrelated jobs, and 64% in directly 
related jobs. Furthermore, the proportion of leavers in related jobs is probably over- 
estimated due to response bias. 
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Corresponding with the continuing decline in related employment rates is the 
continuing increase in the proportion of leavers indicating their courses had little or no 
effect on their job (up from J3% in 1989 to 48%, p. 30). All types of positive impact 
continue to decline: helped obtain job, down from 35% in 1989 to 23%; helped job 
performance, down from 49% in 1986 to 26%; helped job advancement, down from 
23% In 1987 to 6%. 

Likewise, the proportion of leavers who rate their training of little or no use in 
performing their job has steadily increased from only 17% five years ago to nearly half 
(47%), a ten-year high (p. 30). In addition, this proportion is probably under-estimated 
due to response bias. All of this naturally leads to a continuing decline in the 
proportion of leavers who would recommend their courses to others in similar 
positions, down from 62% in 1987 to less than half (47%), a nine-year low (p.30). 
This too is probably over-estimated due to response bias. 

Salaries present one relative bright spot for the employed leavers, and may help 
explain why so many would leave the College for unrelated jobs. The average salary 
for full-time employed leavers, includino those in unrelated jobs, is higher than that for 
the 1992 full-time employed graduates, excluding those In unrelated jobs ($18,780 - 
$17,220, p. 33). The proportion of leavers earning over $20,000 is nearly 50% greater 
than that of the graduates (41% - 28%). This may be explained in part by the greater 
proportion of leavers who were already employed full-time while at the College. Also, 
leaver salaries are directly correlated with GPAs, and thus were probably over- 
estimated due to response bias. 

Transfer-Related Items (Tables 26 ■ 32^ 

Curiously, the proportion of leaver transfers indicating they had not planned on 
transferring prior to graduating more than doubled, from 17% to 38%, an eight-year 
high (p. 34). These "unplanned transfers" were significantly more likely to leave due 
to dissatisfaction with various aspects of the College (course content, instruction, 
advisor/counselor, program/department). 

The proportion of leavers transferring to in-state, public, four-year institutions declined 
from 67% to 58% (p. 35). The proportion transferring to in-state two-year institutions 
increased from 3% to 13%. This increase in two-year transfers is probably directly 
related to the increase in unplanned transfers (it's unlikely many students plan to 
transfer from one two-year college to another). 

Lock Haven remains the most common choice of leavers, but has declined three 
straight years, to a six-year low of 17%. The proportions transfen-ing to Penn State 
and Mansfield both increased to six-year highs of 13%, while Lycoming remained at 
11%. Transfers to Bloomsburg dropped from 10% to 4%, a six-year low. These 
proportions are comparable to those of the 1992 graduates, with three exceptions: 
only 3% of the graduates transferred to two-year institutions, nearly twice as many 
graduates (23%) transferred to Penn State, and 19% of the graduate "transfers" re- 
enrolled at Penn College. 
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The full-time/part-time status and class standing of leaver transfers remained relatively 
stable. Most (93%) transfers enrolled full-time, and nearly half (49%) transferred as 
sophomores (p. 34). 

Leaver transfer problems also remained fairly stable, with 69% having no problems 
(p. 37). This is in contrast to the dramatic decrease in graduate transfers having no 
problems (from 72% with no problems, to only 53%). 

The proportion of leavers having all their credits accepted is barely half that of five 
years ago (47% - 25%, p. 37). However, much of the corresponding increase has 
been in the proportion losing only one to six credits (1987-33%, 1992-46%). In all, 
71% lost six or fewer credits, compared to only 44% of the 1992 graduate transfers. 
The great majority (87%) of leavers indicated the College prepared them very well or 
well to transfer, though the proportion indicating poor or very poor preparation has 
gradually increased from 0% in 1987 to 13% (p. 37). 



C. PROCEDURES AND DATA PREPARATION 

A survey (see appendix), consisting of 46 closed items and six open-ended items, was 
used to determine non-returning students' opinions regrading their experience at 
Pennsylvania College of Technology. 

This year marks the first time the Leaver survey population has included students who 
officially withdrew from the College. These students are asked to provide their reason 
for leaving the College at the time they withdraw. In addition, they are now sent the 
Leaver survey instrument. Even if they do not complete the survey, combining their 
reasons for leaving, captured through the withdrawal process, with the reasons of 
other leavers, captured through the survey, provides a much more accurate and 
complete picture of why our students choose to leave. The withdrawn students who 
do not complete the Leaver survey are not counted as survey respondents in Tables 1 
through 9, but their reasons for leaving are included in Table 11. Therefore the 
number of responses presented in Table 1 1 is somewhat greater than the actual 
number cf survey respondents. 
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The survey was initially mailed to the original study group of 767 non-returners the 
week of October 6, 1992. A total of 373 usable surveys were processed for a 48.6% 
response rate. The following chart details each stage of the survey as well as the 
response rate for each. Samples of the survey letters are presented in the appendix. 



Mailing/ 
Date 



Number 
Surveyed 



Cumulative 

Number 
Respondents 



Cumulative 
Response 
Rate 



First letter/ 
October 6, 1992 



767 



154 



20.1% 



Second Letter/ 
November 3, 1 992 



289 



37.7% 



Third Letter/ 
November 20, 1992 



348 



45.4% 



Telephoning/ 
January 18, 1993 



373 



48.6% 



The responses for all 373 usable surveys were edited, coded and entered Into an IBM 
AS/400 mainframe file. That file was then queried and merged with demographic 
information and enrollment data for all 3420 expected returning students and down- 
loaded to a disk file for analysis with a microcomputer statistical software package. 
Data tables were entered into spreadsheet files and laser-printed; duplicating was 
done in-house. 
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GENERAL INFORMATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS 

TABLES IB -9 



TABLE IB 








LEAVER STUDENTS BY CURRICULUM 






SPRING- 


FALL 1992 










Total 






Response 


DIVISION/ 


Population 


Responses 


Rate 


Program 


(N) 


% 


(N) 


% 


BUSINESS & COMPUTER TECHNOLOGIES 










Accounting 


29 


3.8% 


10 


34.5% 


Business Managenient 


47 


6.1% 


22 


46.8% 


Conputer Information Systems 


30 


3.9% 


13 


43.3% 


Computer Operations Technology 


10 


1.3% 


4 


40.0% 


Legal Assistant 


16 


2.1% 


6 


37.5% 


Office Administration 


11 


1.4% 


7 


63.6% 


Office Assistant 


4 


0.5% 


3 


75.0% 


Retail Management 


12 


1.6% 


5 


41.7% 


Word Processing 


1 1 


1 AO/ 
1 A/o 


6 


54.5% 


1 DIVISION TOTAL 


170 


22.2% 


76 


44.7% 


CONSTRUCTION & DESIGN TECHNOLOGIES 










Afcfiitectural Technology 


12 


1.6% 


4 


33.3% 


Building Construction Technology 


16 


2.1% 


10 


62.5% 


Constaiction Carpentry 


7 


0.9% 


5 


71.4% 


Electrical Occupations 


4 


0.5% 


1 


25.0% 


Electrical Technology 


14 


1.8% 


6 


42.9% 


Engineering Drafting Technology 


5 


0.7% 


2 


40.0% 


HVAC Technology 


19 


2.5% 


9 


47.4% 


Industrial Drafting 


5 


0.7% 


3 


60.0% 


Industrial Drafting Technology 


5 


0.7% 


1 


20.0% 


Plumbing 


1 


0.1% 


0 


0.0% 


DIVISION TOTAL 


88 


11.5% 


41 


46.6% 



20 

16 



TABLE IB (cont.) 
LEAVER STUDENTS BY CURRICULUM 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



DIVISION/ 


Total 






Response 


Population 


Responses 


Rate 


Program 


(N) 


% 


(N) 


% 


HEALm SCIENCES 










wuiiricuy Mns 


10 


1.3% 


4 


40.0% 


Dental Hygiene 


5 


0.7% 


2 


40.0% 


Food & Hospitality Management 


9 


1.2% 


4 


44.4% 


Nursing 


42 


5.5% 


21 


50.0% 


Occupational Therapy Assistant 


15 


2.0% 


6 


40.0% 


Practical Nursing 


6 


0.8% 


1 


16.7% 


Radiography 


6 


0.8% 


3 


50.0% 


Surgical Technology 


5 


0.7% 


2 


40.0% 


DIVISION TOTAL 


98 


12.8% 


43 


43.9% 1 


iriUUO 1 nIAL oi cNialNbcKINla TcUrlNOLUlaiBb 










AiitnfTifltfyi Maniiffirtiirinn Toi^nnlnnv 
A^uiwi iiciiovi ivKu luiciwiuiii 1^ iwviiiiumuy 


3 


0.4% 


4 


inn AO/ 


Civil Engineering Technology 


5 


0.7% 


2 


40.0% 


c:i6Cuonics i ecnnoiogy 


20 


2.6% 


11 


55.0% 


vnoSA III liol V3I7I K7I CU 


11 


1.4% 


•7 
/ 


o3.o% 


nieu>u\;o oi iruiyiiK?! 1 ociiiiuiuyy 


2 


0.3% 


1 


CA AO/ 

50.0% 


1 umiiioisiiig i6cnnoiugy 


8 


1.0% 


3 


A*T Co/ 

37.5% 


Woluing 


5 


0.7% 


3 


60.0% 


\A/olHinn T*OAHnAl/vi\i 

vvoMiiiy 1 oui II lumyy 


1 


0.1% 


0 


A AO/ 

0.0% 


1 DIVISION TOTAL 


56 


72% 


30 


54.5% 1 


in 1 cwinM 1 cii o i uuiC/O 










Advertising Art 


15 


2.0% 


10 


66.7% 


Earfy Childhood Education 


14 


1.8% 


9 


64.3% 


General Studies 


133 


17.3% 


67 


50.4% 


Graphic Communication 


9 


12% 


3 


33.3% 


Human Services 


18 


2.3% 


9 


50.0% 


Individual Studies 


23 


3.0% 


11 


47.8% 


Mass Communication 


9 


12% 


8 


88.9% 


Technology Studies 


5 


0.7% 


3 


60.0% 


DIVISION TOTAL 


226 


29.5% 


120 


53.1% 1 



ERIC 



1^1 



TABLE IB (cont.) 
LEAVER STUDENTS BY CURRICULUM 
SPRING 'FALL 1992 



DIVISION/ 
Program 



Total 
Population 

M 



% 



Responses 
(N) 



Response 
Rate 



% 



NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT/ 
TRANSPORTATION TECHNOLOGIES 



Auto Body Technician 


3 


0.4% 


1 


33.3% 


Auto Body Technology 


8 


1.0% 


4 


50.0% 


Automotive Engineering 


1 


0.1% 


1 


100.0% 


Automotive Service Management 


1 


0.1% 


0 


0.0% 


Automotive Service Technician 


5 


0.7% 


3 


60,0% 


Automotive Technology 


3 


0.4% 


0 


0.0% 


Aviation Maintenance Technician 


6 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Aviation Tedinology 


3 


0.4% 


2 


66.7% 


Avionics Technology 


3 


0.4% 


1 


OA/ 

33.3% 


Diesel Technician 


5 


0.7% 


1 


OA AO/ 

20.0% 


Forest Technology 


13 


4 •To/ 
1.7% 


0 


OO/ 


Interior Plantscape/Floral Design 


3 


0.4% 


2 


DO.7% 


Landscape/Nursery Technology 


6 


0.8% 


2 


33.3% 


oervice & uperaoon ot Heavy cquipiTieni 


11 


1 AO/ 


A 
*v 


00.«f /o 


1 DIVISION TOTAL 


71 


9.3% 


27 


38.0% 1 


NORTH CAMPUS 










Accounting 


9 


12% 


5 


55.6% 


Business Managenient 


14 


1.8% 


10 


71.4% 


Computer Information Systems 


2 


0.3% 


1 


50.0% 


Early Childhood Education 


3 


0.4% 


2 


66.7% 


General Studies 


6 


0.8% 


3 


50.0% 


Human Services 


6 


0.8% 


5 


83.3% 


Individual Studies 


1 


0.1% 


1 


100.0% 


Legal Assistant 


5 


0.7% 


3 


60.0% 


Nursing 


2 


0.3% 


1 


50.0% 


Office Administration 


6 


0.8% 


3 


50.0% 


Practical Nursing 


5 


0.7% 


2 


40.0% 


1 DIVISION TOTAL 


59 


7.7% 


36 


61.0% 



COLLEGE TOTAL 



767 100.0% 



373 



48.6% 



Filename: LvisOIB.wql 
Date: 06/29/93 
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TABLE 2 

LEAVER STUDENTS BY COUNTY OF RESIDENCE 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Response 

AREA/ Total Population Responses Rate 
County {N} % (N) % 

IMMEDIATE AREA 



Lycoming 


335 


43.7% 


IK 


46.3% 


Bradford 


27 


3.5% 


16 


59.3% 


Clinton 


34 


4.4% 


19 


55.9% 


Montour 


9 


^2% 


6 


66.7% 


Northumberland 


49 


6.4% 


19 


38.8% 


Potter 


4 


0.5% 


1 


25.0% 


Snyder 


16 


2.1% 


8 


50.0% 


Sullivan 


7 


0.9% 


4 


57.1% 


Tioga 


68 


8.9% 


41 


60.3% 


Union 


31 


4.0% 


12 


38.7% 


IMMEDIATE TOTAL 


580 


75.6% 


281 


48.4% 


UTSIDE IMMEDIATE AREA 










Adams 


2 


0.3% 


0 


0.0% 


Allegheny 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


Armstrong 


1 


0.1% 


1 


100.0% 


Beaver 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


Bedford 


3. 


0.4% 


1 


33.3% 


Berks 


3 


0.4% 


1 


33.3% 


Blair 


10 


1.3% 


4 


40.0% 


Bucks 


4 


0.5% 


3 


75.0% 


Butler 


2 


0.3% 


1 


50.0% 


Cambria 


8 


1.0% 


3 


37.5% 


Cameron 


0 


0.0% 




t^iA 


Carix>n 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


Centre 


24 


3.1% 


13 


54.2% 


Chester 


9 


12% 


3 


33.3% 


Clarion 


1 


0.1% 


1 


100.0% 


Clearfieki 


16 


z^% 


10 


6Z5% 


Columbia 


14 


1.8% 


7 


50.0% 


Crawford 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


Cumberiand 


3 


0.4% 


0 


0.0% 


Dauphin 


4 


0.5% 


4 


100.0% 


Delaware 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


Elk 


7 


0.9% 


3 


4Z9% 


Erie 


2 


0.3% 


0 


0.0% 


Fayette 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


Forest 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


Franklin 


2 


0.3% 


1 


50.0% 


Fulton 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


Greene 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


Huntingdon 


4 


0.5% 


2 


50.0% 


Indiana 


1 


0.1% 


0 


0.0% 


Jefferson 


1 


0.1% 


1 


100.0% 


Juniata 


1 


0.1% 


0 


0.0% 


Lackawanna 


3 


0.4% 


2 


66.7% 


Lancaster 


2 


0.3% 


1 


50.0% 


Lawrence 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


Lebanon 


2 


0.3% 


1 


50.0% 


Lehigh 


3 


0.4% 


1 


33.3% 


Luzerne 


4 


0.5% 


1 


25.0% 



^3 



TABLE2(cont.) 
LEAVER STUDENTS BY COUNTY OF RESIDENCE 
SPRING- FALL 1M2 



AREA/ 
County 



OUTSIDE IMMEDIATE AREA (cord) 
McKean 
Mercer 
Mifflin 
Monroe 
Morttgomery 
Noithampton 
Perry 

Philadelphia 
Pike 

Schuylkill 

Somerset 

Susquehanna 

Venango 

Warren 

Washington 

Wayne 

Westmoreland 

Wyoming 

York 



Total Population 
(N) % 



Response 
Responses Rate 
(N) %_ 



2 


0.3% 


1 


50.0% 


0 


0.0% 






7 


f\ AO/ 

0.9% 


o 
o 




2 


0.3% 


2 


100.0% 


5 


0.7% 


2 


40.0% 


3 


0.4% 


2 


66.7% 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


1 


0.1% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


13 


1.7% 


9 


69.2% 


4 


0.5% 


3 


75.0% 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


1 


0.1% 


0 


0.0% 


3 


0.4% 


1 


33.3% 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


1 


0.1% 




100.0% 


1 


0.1% 




100.0% 


0 


0.0% 




NA 


2 


0.3% 




50.0% 



50.3% I 



TOTAL OUTSIDE IMMEDIATE AREA 



181 



23.6% 



I OUT-OF-STATE/FOREIGN 



0.8% 



16.7% 



48.6% I 



I COLLEGE TOTAL 



767 100.0% 



373 



TABLE 3 
LEAVER STUDENTS BY GENDER 
SPRING- FALL 1902 



GENDER 



Female 
Male 



Response 

Total Population Responses Rate 
(N) % (N) % 



363 47.3% 
404 52.7% 



189 
184 



52.1% 
45.5% 



I C OLLEGE TOTAT 



767 100.0% 



373 48.6%] 



Filename: Lvrs0203.wql 
Dote: 6/24/93 
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TABLE 4 
LEAVER STUDENTS BY AGE 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Response 



AGE 


Total Populatbn 
(N) % 


Responses 
(N) 


Rate 

% 


17-19 


113 


14.7% 


62 


54.9% 


20-24 


385 


50.2^^> 


178 


46.2% 


25-29 


93 


1Z1% 


36 


38.7% 


30-39 


107 


14.0% 


56 


52.3% 


Over 40 


67 


8.7% 


40 


59.7% 


Not Given 


2 


0.3% 


1 


50.0% 


1 COLLEGE TOTAL 


767 


100.0% 


373 


48.6% 1 




Mean Age 


25.4 




25.7 


1 



TABLE 5 

LEAVER STUDENTS BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND 
SPRING- FALL 1992 



Response 



Total Populatbn Responses Rate 

RACE (N) % (N) %_ 

American Indian 1 0.1% 0 0.0% 

Asian 6 0.8% 0 0.0% 

Black 18 ^3% 2 11.1% 

Hispanic 3 0.4% 1 33.3% 

White 739 96.3% 370 50.1% 

I COLLEGE TOTAL 767 100.0% 373 48.6% I 



nSnarnSnTrsS^SSIwqT 
Date: 6/29/93 



21 

25 



TABLE 6 

LEAVER STUDENTS BY ACCUMUUTED CREDITS 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Response 



ACCUMULATED CREDITS 


Total Population 
(N) % 


Responses 

<N) 


Rale 

% 


0 


21 


Z7% 


11 


5a4% 


1to3 


CI 


O VP/ 


12 


57.1% 


4K) n 


64 


8.3% 


26 


40.6% 


1210 20 


102 


13.3% 


57 


55.9% 


21 to 35 


249 


2Z5% 


115 


46.2% 


3610 50 


105 


13.7% 


53 


50.5% 


51 to65 


150 


19.6% 


76 


&0.7% 


Over 65 


55 


7.2% 


23 


41.8% 


COaEGE TOTAL 


767 


100.0% 


373 


4a6% 


Mean Accumulated Crs. 


34.1 




33.8 





TABLET 

LEAVER STUDENTS BY CUMULATIVE GPA 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Response 



CUMULATIVE QPA 


Total Population 
(N) % 


Responses 

(N) 


Rate 

% 


0.00 


4 


0.5% 


3 


75.0% 


0.01-0.99 


5 


0.7% 


2 


40.0% 


1.00-1.99 


110 


14.7% 


47 


4^7% 


2.00-2.49 


199 


26.7% 


75 


37.7% 


2.50-2.99 


166 


22.3% 


87 


52.4% 


3.00-3.49 


147 


19.7% 


82 


55.8% 


3.50-3.99 


90 


1Z1% 


50 


55.6% 


4.00 


25 


3.4% 


19 


76.0% 



ICOUEGE TOTAL 746 100.0% 365 48.9% I 

Mean CurrAiiatiya Grade Point Average 

Total Spring 1992 Class Z81 

Total Fait 1992 Non-Returners 2.65 

Survey Respondents 2.74 

Survey Non-Respondents 2.56 



Rename: Lvrs0607.wql 
Dale: &24/93 




r>6 
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TABLE 8 

LEAVER STUDENTS BY SPRING SEMESTER CREDITS 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Response 

Total Population Responses Rate 

SEMESTER CREDITS (N) % JNJ % 



1-S 


109 


14.2% 


57 


52.3% 


6-11 


115 


15.0% 


56 


48.7% 


12-15 


368 


48.0% 


171 


46.5% 


16 + 


175 


2a8% 


89 


50.9% 


COLLEGE TOTAL 


787 


100.0% 


373 


46.6% 


Mean Spring Semester Crs. 


11.8 




11.7 





TABLES 

LEAVER STUDENTS BY SPRING SEMESTER GPA 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



SEMESTER GPA 


Total Popul^ion 
(N) % 


Responses 

(N) 


Response 
Rate 

% 


0.00 


23 


33% 


10 


43.5% 


0.01-0.99 


17 


2.4% 


8 


47.1% 


1.00-1.99 


120 


17.2% 


49 


40.8% 


^00-2.49 


148 


21.2% 


67 


45.3% 


2.50 - 2.99 


120 


17.2% 


65 


54.2% 


3.00-3.49 


124 


17.8% 


61 


49.2% 


3.50-3.99 


62 


8.9% 


30 


48.4% 


4.00 


84 


12.0% 


55 


65.5% 


1 COLLEGE TOTAL 


898 


100.0% 


345 


49.4% 1 



Mean Senf>ester Grade Point Awfage 

Total Spring 1992 Class 2.74 

Total Fall 1992 Non-Returners 2.55 

Survey Respondents 2.66 

Survey NorvReipondems 2.44 



Fiename: Lvm0809.wq1 
Date; 6/29/93 



23 



27 



TABLE 10 
PRIMARY OBJECTIVE IN ATTENDING 
SPRING -FALL 1992 





Spring -Fall 1992 


Spring - 


Fall 1990 


OBJECTIVE 


N 


% 


N 


% 


Transfer to Four-Year College 


118 


25.5% 


79 


29.6% 


Preparation for First Job 


142 


30.7% 


69 


25.8% 


Upgrading Current Job Skills 


84 


18.1% 


51 


19.1% 


Retraining for New Job 


66 


14.3% 


39 


14.6% 


Personal Interest 


53 


11.4% 


29 


10.9% 


Other 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


ITOTAL 


463 


100.0% 


267 


100.0% 1 



TABLE 11 
REASONS FOR NOT REENROLUNG 
SPRING -FALL 1992 







Primarv 


Seoondarv 


Tertiarv 


Total 


1990 


REASON 


Rank 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


N 


% 


% 


Finished Needed Courses 


7 


26 


5.4% 


19 


4.0% 


12 


25% 


57 


11.9% 


19.6% 


Travel Distance 


16 


9 


1.9% 


10 


2.1% 


23 


4.8% 


42 


8.7% 


8.3% 


Transferred to Another College 


1 


90 


18.7% 


24 


5.0% 


9 


1.9% 


123 


25.6% 


27.9% 


Satisfactory Empioyment 


4 


30 


62% 


11 


23% 


10 


2.1% 


51 


10.6% 


13.4% 


Woik/Class Time Conflicts 


11 


14 


2.9% 


13 


2.7% 


11 


23% 


38 


7.9% 


16.7%> 


Financial Problems 


3 


48 


10.0% 


31 


6.4% 


16 


33% 


95 


19.8% 


192% 


Poor Housing 


28 


0 


0.0% 


1 


02% 


1 


02% 


2 


0.4% 


5.1% 


Relocated (moved) 


13 


13 


2.7% 


7 


15% 


3 


0.6% 


23 


4.8% 


7.6% 


Grade Problems 


12 


14 


2.9% 


8 


1.7% 


3 


0.6% 


25 


52% 


8.7% 


Poor Instruction 


15 


10 


2.1% 


3 


0.6% 


6 


12% 


19 


4.0% 


5.8% 


Course Content 


14 


10 


2.1% 


8 


1.7% 


9 


1.9% 


27 


5.6% 


3.6% 


Personal/Family Reasons 


2 


69 


14.3% 


16 


33% 


20 


42% 


105 


21.8% 


20.7% 


/ Health Problems 


5 


29 


6.0% 


13 


2.7% 


3 


0.6% 


45 


9.4% 


4.7% 


Unsatisfactory Advisor/Couseior 


21 


3 


0.6% 


6 


12% 


9 


1.9% 


18 


3.7% 


3.3% 


Program Unavailable 


10 


16 


3.3% 


23 


4.8% 


17 


3.5% 


56 


11.6% 


15.6% 


Unsure Career Goals 


9 


18 


3.7% 


19 


4.0% 


15 


3.1% 


52 


10.8% 


14.1% 


Study Time Required 


23 


2 


0.4% 


7 


1.5% 


4 


0.8% 


13 


2.7% 


1.8% 


Inconvenient Course Times 


22 


2 


0.4% 


12 


2.5% 


12 


2.5% 


26 


5.4% 


6.2% 


Tuition & Costs 


6 


27 


5.6% 


57 


11.9% 


32 


6.7% 


116 


24.1% 


35.5% 


Other: 






















Dissatisfaction w/Penn College 


18 


4 


0.8% 


1 


02% 


1 


02% 


6 


12% 


NA 


Dissatisfaction w/Pn^granVDept. 


17 


5 


1.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


5 


1.0% 


NA 


Courses not transferable 


25 


1 


0.2% 


0 


0.0% 


1 


02% 


2 


0.4% 


NA 


Class cancelledAjr'available 


8 


25 


55% 


1 


02% 


0 


0.0% 


26 


5.4% 


NA 


Dissatisfaction w/Williamsport 


24 


2 


0.4% 


1 


02% 


1 


02% 


4 


0.8% 


NA 


Transportation problems 


25 


1 


02% 


0 


0.0% 


1 


02% 


2 


0.4% 


NA 


Financial Aid problems 


20 


4 


0.8% 


1 


02% 


0 


0.0% 


5 


1.0% 


NA 


TerDporary Leave 


18 


4 


0.8% 


1 


02% 


1 


02% 


6 


12% 


22% 


Military service 


27 


1 


02% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


1 


02% 


NA 


No4-Yr Degree 


29 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


1 


02% 


1 


02% 


2.2% 


Other 




3 


0.6% 


1 


02% 


1 


02% 


5 


1.0% 


NA 


Not Given 




1 


02% 


187 


38.9% 


259 


53.8% 


447 


NA 


NA 


ITOTAL 




451 


166.6% 


451 


166.6% 


451 


■166.6« 


451 


166.6^ 


1 
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TABLE 12 

SATISFACTION WITH EDUCATIONAL EXPERIENCE 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



EDUCATIONAL SATISFACTION 


Spring - 
N 


Fall 1992 
% 


Spring - 
N 


Fall 1990 
% 


Vsty Satisfied 


113 


31.3% 


88 


32.7% 


Satisfied 


199 


55.1% 


IK 


57.6% 


Disappointed 


36 


10.0% 


20 


7.4% 


Very Disappointed 


13 


3.6% 


6 


Z2% 


ITOTAL 


361 


100.0% 


269 


100.0% 1 




1 Mean Rating 


3.14 




3.21 


1 



TABLE 13 

SATISFACTION WITH SOCIAL EXPERIENCE 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



SOCIAL SATISFACTION 


Spring - 
N 


Fall 1992 
% 


Spring • 
N 


Fall 1990 
% 


Vory Satisfied 


49 


14.3% 


47 


18.1% 


Satisfied 


249 


7Z6% 


179 


68.8% 


Disappointed 


36 


10.5% 


24 


9.2% 


Very Disappointed 


9 


2.6% 


10 


3.8% 


ITOTAL 


343 


100.0% 


260 


100.0% 1 




1 Mean Rating 


2.99 




3.01 


1 
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TABLE 16 

BENEFIT OF COURSES TO CAREER PLANS 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



ERIC 



Spring - Fain 992 Spring - Falll 990 

BENEFIT N % N % 

Of Immediate, Direct Benefrt 79 25.5% 74 30.3% 

Of Long Term, Direct Benefit 116 37.4% 95 38.9% 

Of Indirect Benefit 69 22.3% 54 22.1% 

Of No Benefit 46 14.8% 21 8.6% 

i TOTAL 310 100.0% 244 100.0% 

TABLE 17 
INTEREST IN TAKING OTHER COURSES 
SPRING -FALL 1992 

Spring -Fall 1992 Spring - Fall 1990 
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INTEREST 


N 


% 


N 


% 


Yes 


134 


45.7% 


113 


49.3% 


No 


159 


54.3% 


116 


50.7% 


1 TOTAL 


293 


100.0% 


229 


100.0% 






TABLE 18 










EMPLOYMENT STATUS WHILE IN COLLEGE 








SPRING -FALL 1992 








Spring -Fall 1992 


Spring - 


Fall 1990 


STATUS 


N 


% 


N 


% 


Not Employed At All 


134 


4Z.^% 


92 


36.4% 


Employed 1-10 Hours/Week 


24 


7.5% 


16 


6.3% 


Employed 1 1-20 Hours/Week 


67 


21.1% 


41 


162% 


Employed 21 -35 Hours/Week 


39 


1Z3% 


48 


19.0% 


Employed 36 or More Hours/Week 


54 


17.0% 


56 


22.1% 


ITOTAL 


318 


100.0% 


253 


100.0% I 



r 



TABLE 19 
CURRENT STATUS OF LEAVERS 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



STATUS 



Spring -Fall 1992 
N % 



Spring -Fall 1990 
N % 



Empioyed 



Full-nme 


141 


37.8% 


122 


45.2% 


Part-Tinw 


52 


13.9% 


36 


13.3% 


Total Emptoyed 


193 


51.7% 


158 


58.5% 


Total Unemployed 


28 


7.5% 


25 


9.3% 


Militaty 


4 


1.1% 


2 


0.7% 


Attending College 


131 


35.1% 


79 


29.3% 


Unavailable For Employnient 


16 


4.3% 


6 


2.2% 


Nk>t Given 


1 


0.3% 


0 


0.0% 


TOTAL 


373 


100^^ 


270 


100.0% 



TABLE 20 

RELATIONSHIP OF EMPLOYMENT TO COURSE WORK 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



JOB-PROGRAM RELATION 



Spring -Fall 1992 
N % 



Spring -Fall1990 



Directly Related 
Indirectly Related 
Unrelated 



65 36.1% 
35 19.4% 
80 44.4% 



56 36.l4'o 
45 29.0% 
54 34.8% 



I TOTAL 



180 100.0% 



155 100.0% 
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TABLE 21 
COURSE IMPACT ON OCCUPATION 
SPRING -FALL 1992 





Spring - 


f-aii1992 


Spring - 


Fail1990 


IMPACT 


N 


% 


N 


% 


TOTAL RESPONDENTS 


178 




149 




Helped to Obtain Job 


40 


22.5% 


45 


30.2% 


Helped Job Performance 


47 


26.4% 


50 


33.6% 


He^ Job Advancement 


10 


5.6% 


19 


12.8% 


LKtie/No Effect on Job 


85 


47.8% 


67 


45.0% 


Other Effect on Job 


7 


3.9% 


1 


0.7% 



TABLE 22 

USEFULNESS OF COURSES IN JOB PERFORMANCE 
SPRING -FALL 1992 





Spring - Fall 1992 


spring 


> Fall 1990 


USEFULNESS 


N 


% 


N 


% 


Very Useful 


39 


2Z3% 


33 


21.9% 


Useful 


54 


30.9% 


60 


39.7% 


Of Little Use 


40 


2Z9% 


28 


18.5% 


Of No Use 


42 


24.0% 


30 


19.9% 


ITOTAL 


175 


100.0% 


151 


100.0% 



TABLE 23 

RECOMMEND COURSES TO OTHERS IN FIELD 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Spring - Fall 1 992 Spring - Fall 1 990 



RECOMMBID COURSES 


N 


% 


N 


% 


Yes 


81 


46.8% 


74 


503% 


Undecided 


57 




47 


320% 


No 


35 


20.2% 


26 


17.7% 


TOTAL 


173 


100.0% 


147 


100.0% 
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TABLE 24 

LOCATION OF EMPLOYMENT BY COUNTY 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Spring - Fall 1 992 Spring - Fall 1 990 

AREA/ Number Number 
County Employed Percent Employed Percent 

IMMEDIATE 



Lyooming 


65 


43.6% 


54 


43.5% 


Bradford 


7 


4.7% 


1 


0.8% 


Clinton 


3 


2.0% 


6 


4.8% 


Montour 


1 


0.7% 


1 


0.8% 


Northumberland 


e 


5.4% 


6 


4.8% 


Potter 




0.0% 


3 


2.4% 


Snyder 


3 


Z0% 




0.0% 


Suiiivan 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Tioga 


12 


8.1% 


7 


5.6% 


Union 


3 


Z0% 


4 


3.2% 


IMMEDIATE TOTAL 


102 


68.5% 


82 


66.1% 


JTSIDE IMMEDIATE AREA 










Adams 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Allegheny 




0.0% 


1 


0.8% 


Armstrong 


1 


0.7% 


1 


0.8% 


Beaver 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Bedford 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Berks 


1 


0.7% 


2 


1.6% 


Blair 


2 


1.3% 


4 


32% 


Bucks 


1 


0.7% 


1 


0.8% 


Butler 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Cambria 


1 


0.7% 


1 


0.8% 


Cameron 


1 


0.7% 




0.0% 


Caffoon 




0.0% 


1 


0.8% 


Centre 


4 


Z7% 


5 


4.0% 


Chester 


2 


1.3% 


1 


0.8% 


Ctanon 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Clearfieki 


2 


1.3% 


1 


0.8% 


Columbia 


3 


Z0% 


4 


3J2% 


Crawford 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Cumberland 




0.0% 


4 


32% 


Dauphin 


3 


Z0% 




0.0% 


Delaware 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Ek 


1 


0.7% 




0.0% 


Erie 




0.0% 


1 


0.8% 
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TABLE 24 (cont.) 
LCX^ATION OF EMPLOYMENT BY COUNTY 
SPRING -FALL 1992 





Spring -Fall 1992 


Spring -Fall 1990 


SERVICE AREA/ 


Number 




Number 




County 


Employed 


Percerrt 


Employed 


Percent 


OUTSIDE IMMEDIATE AREA (Continued) 










Fayette 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Forest 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Franklin 


1 


0.7% 




0.0% 


Fulton 




0.0% 


1 


0.8% 


Greene 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Huntingdon 


1 


0.7% 




0.0% 


Indiana 




0.0% 


1 


0.8% 


Jefferson 


2 


1.3% 


1 


0.8% 


Juniata 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Lackawanna 


1 


0.7% 


1 


0.8% 


Lancaster 


1 


0.7% 


1 


0.8% 


Lawrence 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Lebanon 


1 


0.7% 


2 


1.6% 


Lehigh 


1 


0.7% 




0.0% 


Luzerne 




0.0% 


1 


0.8% 


McKean 


1 


0.7% 




0.0% 


Mercer 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Mifflin 


1 


0.7% 


1 


0.8% 


Monroe 


2 


1.3% 




0.0% 


Montgomery 


1 


0.7% 


1 


0.8% 


Northampton 




0.0% 


1 


0.8% 


Perry 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Philadelphia 


1 


0.7% 




0.0% 


Pike 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Schuykill 


2 


1.3% 


3 


Z4% 


Somerset 


1 


0.7% 




0.0% 


Susquehanna 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Venango 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Warren 


1 


0.7% 




0.0% 


Washington 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Wayne 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Westmoreland 




0.0% 




0.0% 


Wyoming 




0.0% 




0.0% 


York 




0.0% 


1 


0.8% 


Itotal outside immediate area 


40 


26.8% 


42 


33.9% 1 




lOUT-OF-STATE 


7 


4.7% 


0 


0.0% 




IgRAND TOTAL 


149 


100.0% 


124 


100.0% 1 



Ftonamo: Lvrs24.wq1 
Dal«: 6^9/93 

38 




32 



TABLE 25 
ANNUAL FULL-TIME SALARIES 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Spring - Fail 1992 Spring - Fall 1990 



SALARY RANGE 


N 


% 


N 


% 


Less than $9,500 


3 


3.6% ^' 


3 


4.8% 


$9,500 -$11,499 


13 


15.7% ' 


6 


9.5% 


$11,500 -$13,499 


8 


9.6% 


8 


12.7% 


$13,500 -$15,499 


10 


12.0% 


8 


12.7% 


$15,500 -$17,499 


9 


10.8% 


8 


12.7% 


$17,500 -$19,499 


6 


7.2% 


7 


11.1% 


$19,500-24,499 


J7 


20.5% 


9 


14.3% 


$24,500+' 


17 


20.5% 


14 


22.2% 


TOTAL 


83 


100.0% 


63 


100.0% 


Mean Salary 
Median Salary 


$18,780 
$17,000 




$18,140 
$17,500 
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TABLE 26 

PLANNED TO TRANSFER PRIOR TO GRADUATION 
SPRING -FALL 1992 

spring -Fall 1992 Spring -Fall 1990 



PLANNED TRANSFER N % N % 

Unsure 19 15.8% 12 17.1% 

No 46 38.3% 12 17.1% 



ITOTAL 120 100.0% 70 100.0% j 



TABLE 27 
TRANSFERS ENROLLMENT STATUS 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Spring - Fall 1 992 Spring - Fall 1 990 
STATUS N % N % 

Fulkime 107 93.0% 62 93.9% 

Part-time 8 7.0% 4 6.1% 



TOTAL lis 100.0% 66 100.0% | 



TABLE 28 
TRANSFERS CLASS STANDING 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Spring -Fall 1992 Spring • Fall 1990 

CLASS STANDING N % N % 

Freshman 26 23.0% 18 26.5% 

Sophomore 55 48.7% 32 47.1% 

Junnr 28 24.8% 14 20.6% 

Sentor 4 3.5% 3 4.4% 

Graduate Student 0 0.0% 1 1.5% 



ITOTAL 



113 100.0% 68 100.0% 



Rename: Lvrs2628.wq1 
Date: 6/29/93 



34 

40 



TABLE 29 
TRANSFERS BY INSTITUTION 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



iNSTrrunoN type/ 


Spring -Fall 1992 


Spring -Fall 1990 


Institution 


N 


% 


N 


% 


IN-STATE. PUBLIC, 4-YEAR 










Bloomstxug University 


5 


A2% 


7 


10.0% 


California University of PA 


0 


0.0% 


2 


2.9% 


Clarion University 


1 


A AO/ 

0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


East Stroudsburg University 


2 


1.7% 


3 


4.3% 


cqnka/iu univofSny 


0 


0.0% 


1 


1.4% 


Indiana University of PA 


3 


2.5% 


3 


4.3% 


Kutziown university 


2 


1.7% 


3 


4.3% 




20 


16.7% 


13 


18.6% 


IVidllailOIQ UmVololQf 


16 


13.3% 


3 


4.3% 


MiilArci/illA 1 Inh/Arcfffu 
IVllllOldVIIR? wiiivoi9iiy 


A 

1 


n oo/ 


1 


4 AH/ 

1.4% 


Oiifi^AJioutHy unvoiaiiy 


1 


u.o/o 




n AO/ 


Pfinnfivh/wi;) 1 JnK/ArcHv 


16 


13.3% 


9 


12.9% 


Pittsburgh, University of 


A 
U 


A AO/ 


1 


1.4% 


Temple University 




i 70/ 


4 

I 


1 .4% 


TOTAI 


69 


57.5% 


47 


67.1% 


IM^QTATP Dl lEU IP O VCAD 










Manricfvim Aivia PP 
riciiiiSHAiiy /Vod V/w 


4 

1 


A AO/ 

0.8% 


1 


1.4% 


i ohinh rVu tnh/ PP 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


LuzemQ Countv CC 


4 

I 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


NortharTv4on Counlv Ama HT^ 


I 


A OO/ 

0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Westmoreland Countv CC 


2 


1.7% 


0 


0.0% 


1 TOTAI 


6 


5.0% 


1 


1.4% 1 


IM^TATP PRI\/ATC AJVXZAD 












1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Carnegie Mellon 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


College Miserioordia 


2 


1.7% 


0 


0.0% 


Drexel University 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Kings CoUege 


2 


1.7% 


0 


0.0% 


Lycoming College 


13 


10.8% 


8 


11.4% 


Marywood College 


1 


0.8% 


1 


1.4% 


Messiah College 


0 


0.0% 


1 


1.4% 


Phiade|)hia College of Textiles & Science 


0 


0.0% 


1 


1.4% 


Robert Morris College 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


York College 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


1 TOTAL 


23 


19.2% 


11 


15.7% 1 
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TABLE 29 (cont'd.) 
TRANSFERS BY INSTITUTION 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



INSTITUTION TYPE/ 


Spring- Fall 


1992 


Spring - Fall 


1990 


Institution 


N 


% 


N 


% 


IN-STATE, PRIVATE, 2-YEAR/PROPRIETARY 










Mt.AioysiusX 




0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Central Penn Business School 




0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


South Hills Business School 




0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Triangle Tech 




0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


WiUian School of Commerce 




0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Centre County Vo-Tech 




0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Geisinger Medical Center 




0.8% 


1 


1.4% 


Keystone Central Area Vo-Tech 




0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


Danville Nursing 


2 


1.7% 


0 


0.0% 


1 TOTAL 


10 


8.3% 


1 


1.4% 




1 TOTAL IN-STATE 


106 


90.0% 


60 


85.7% 1 


OUT-OF-STATE 










AK - Alaska, University of 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


CA • American River College 


0 


0.0% 


1 


1.4% 


IL - DePaul University 


1 


0.8% 


. 0 


0.0% 


MD- Allegany CC 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


MD • Maiyiand, University of 


0 


0.0% 


1 


1.4% 


Ml • Penis State University 


0 


0.0% 


1 


1.4% 


NJ - Giassboio State College 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


NY -Alfred University 


0 


0.0% 


2 


2.9% 


NY - Amot Ogden School of Nursing 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


NY-ComlngCC 


4 


3.3% 


1 


1.4% 


NY • Rochester Institute of Technology 


0 


0.0% 


1 


1.4% 


NY-SUNY-Binghamton 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


OH - Ohio State University 


0 


0.0% 


2 


2.9% 


TX - School of Automotive Machinists 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


WV - Potomac State College of West Virginia 


0 


0.0% 


1 


1.4% 


WV - West Lijerty State Colege 


1 


0.8% 


0 


0.0% 


TOTAL OUT-OF-STATE 


12 


10.0% 


10 


14.3% 



TOTAL 120 100.0% 70 100.0% 
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TABLE 30 
TRANSFER PROBLEMS 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



PROBLEM 


Spring- 
N 


% 


Spring -Fdi 1990 
N % 


hiO Transfer PiPbleiDs 


84 


6G.4% 


46 


68.7% 


Yes: Transferring Credits 


20 


16.5% 


12 


17.9% 


Yes: Transcript 


10 


83% 


4 


6.0% 


Yes: Admission 


3 


25% 


2 


3.0% 


Yes:C>her 


4 


3^ 


3 


45% 


1 TOTAL 


121 


100.0% 


67 


100.0% 



TABLE 31 
TRANSFER CREDITS NOT ACCEPTED 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



CREDITS LOST 


Spring- 
N 


Fiil1902 

% 


spring -Fflril 1900 
N % 


AX Accepted 


28 


24.8% 


19 


28.4% 


Lost 1-3 


28 


24.8% 


13 


19.4% 


Lost 4^ 


24 


21.2% 


13 


19.4% 


Lost 7-12 


13 


11.5% 


11 


16.4% 


Lost 13-21 


14 




4 


6.0% 


Lost More Than 21 


6 


5.3% 


7 


10.4% 


1 TOTAL 


113 


100.0% 


67 


100.0% 



TABLE 32 
TRANSFER PREPARATION 
SPRING -FALL 1992 



Spring -Fan 1902 Spring -Fiil 1990 

PREPARATKJN N % H % 

Very Good 29 24.6% 19 28.4% 

^3ood 74 6a7% 42 62.7% 

14 11.9% 6 9.0% 

Very Poor 1 0B% 0 0.0% 

I TOTAL 11$ 100.0% g7 iqq.q^ | 
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Pennsylvania College 
of Technology 

pennState 



One College Avenue 
Wiliiamspon. FA 17701-5799 



(717) 326-3761 




October 6, 1992 



Dear 

We at the Pennsylvania College of Technology (Penn College) need your 
assistance in an evaluation of our programs and services. During 
the past school year over 3700 students attended the College. 
However, some students who were eligible to return this Fall decided 
not to enrol 1 . 

We are interested in the reasons why some of our students choose not to 
continue their education with us. The enclosed questionnaire presents 
. an opportunity for you to grade various aspects of the College and to 
inform us of your reasons for leaving the College. Sharing your 
opinions with us is perhaps the most effective way to help us correct 
any problems and maintain our strengths to benefit future students. 

The questionnaire is brief. All information will be kept strictly 
confidential and will be used only for institutional research. Your 
name, of course, will never be identified with your individual 
responses and is printed on the form only to allow us to contact and 
remind those who do not return the survey. 

Please take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire and return it 
in the enclosed postage-paid envelope by October 28. If you have any 
questions concerning this study, please contact Steve Cunningham, 
Institutional Research Specialist, at 717-326-3761, extension 7567. 
We appreciate your valuable assistance and wish you the best in your 
future endeavors. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra M. Slotnick 
Director of Institutional 
Research and Planning 

Enclosures (2) 
Questionnaire 
Return Envelope 
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Pennsylvania College 
of Technology 

pennState 



One Co'iege Avenue 
Williamspon PA 17701-5799 



l717\ 326-3761 




November 03, 1992 



Dear 

Several weeks ago, you received a questionnaire from the Office of 
Strategic Planning and Research at the Pennsylvania College of 
Technology (Penn College) asking for your assistance in an evaluation 
of our programs and services. We are interested in the reasons why 
some of our students choose not to continue their education with us. 
The responses we have received have been very encouraging and 
represent perhaps the most effective way to help us correct any 
problems and maintain our strengths to benefit future students. 

At this time we have not received your response. Would you please take 
a few minutes to complete the enclosed survey and return it to us in 
the postage-paid envelope by November 17. All responses will be kept 
strictly confidential. 

WE WILL SOON BEGIN TO TELEPHONE THOSE WHO DO NOT RESPOND TO THIS 
SURVEY BECAUSE YOUR RESPONSE IS SO IMPORTANT TO US. IF YOU WOULD 
PREFER, SIMPLY FILL OUT THE ENCLOSED SURVEY, RATHER THAN WAITING FOR 
US TO TELEPHONE YOU. 

If you have any questions concerning this study, please contact 
Steve Cunningham, Institutional Research Specialist, at 717-326-3761, 
extension 7567. Thank you for your valuable assistance. 

Sincerely, 



Sandra M. Slotnick 
Director of Institutional 
Research and Planning 

Enclosures (2) 
Questionnaire 
Return Envelope 
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Pennsylvania College 
of Technology 

pennState 



One College Avenue 
WHiiamsport PA 17701-5799 



(717) 326-3761 




November 20, 1992 



Dear 

Several weeks ago, you received a questionnaire from the Office of 
Strategic Planning and Jlesearch at the Pennsylvania College of 
Technology (Penn College) asking for your assistance in an evaluat'on 
of our programs and services. We are interested in the reasons why 
some of our students choose not to continue their education with us. 
The responses we have received have been very encouraging and 
represent perhaps the most effective way to help us correct any 
problems and maintain our strengths to benefit future students. 

At this time we have not received your response. Would you please take 
a few minutes to complete the enclosed survey and return it to us in 
the postage-paid envelope by December 15. All responses will be kept 
strictly confidential. 

WE WILL SOON BEGIN TO TELEPHONE THOSE WHO DO NOT RESPOND TO THIS 
SURVEY BECAUSE YOUR RESPONSE IS SO IMPORTANT TO US. IF YOU WOULD 
PREFER, SIMPLY FILL OUT THE ENCLOSED SURVEY, RATHER THAN WAITING FOR 
US TO TELEPHONE YOU. 

If you have any questions concerning this study, please contact 
Steve Cunningham, Institutional Research Specialist, at 717-326-3761, 
extension 7567. Thank you for your valuable assistance. 

Sincerely, 



Sandra M. Slotnick 
Director of Institutional 
Research and Planning 

Enclosures (2) 
Questionnaire 
Return Envelope 
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